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‘‘We have gone from a dozen countries to a

hundred countries,’’ says Strong, ‘‘We are
not just waiting for them to come to us after
they have solved all their problems, after
they have a job and after they have the kids
in school. We go after them. We advertise.
We do not check their immigration status.’’

Immigration had already transformed
Flushing from a staid middle-class Italian
and Jewish community into a polyglot boom
town when Ruth Herzburg took over eight
years ago as library branch manager.
Herzburg quickly discovered that the branch
was falling behind the newcomer mix.

Herzburg tentatively put a small collection
of Korean-language books out on a shelf five
years ago. ‘‘Those books walked off the
shelves. Before that, we didn’t really know
the Koreans were here,’’ she said.

As immigrants make the transition from
their native language to English, Herzburg
says they hunger for basically the same
kinds of books—translations of potboiler
American fiction like Danielle Steel, self-
help books and computer books. Many immi-
grants to Queens have technical skills, she
says, and they demand science, technology
and business books.

By spending more money per capita on
books and other materials than any other
major urban American library system, the
Queens Public Library has marshaled its re-
sources to seduce each new group of immi-
grants and lure them into the branches.

The seduction starts by sending library
emissaries to immigrant associations that
work with recent arrivals. In the languages
of the immigrants, they explain how the li-
brary can show them how to get a driver’s li-
cense, navigate the Internet and learn
English. The library runs the largest
English-as-a-second-language program in the
country and says it could double its enroll-
ment if it had more space and money.

‘‘Starting with survival skills, they get in-
troduced to the library and it is often the be-
ginning of a lifelong habit,’’ said Adriana
Acauan Tandler, head of the library’s New
Americans program and herself an immi-
grant from Brazil.

Using census data and a demographer and
by commissioning polls among Queens resi-
dents, the library has been able to spot holes
in library usage. The biggest hole in the late
1980s was among Spanish speakers.

The library went after them with an ag-
gressive public relations campaign. It trans-
lated applications for library cards into
Spanish, purchased spots on Spanish radio
and pulled together a Spanish collection of
100,000 items in 10 branches.

‘‘In just three years, we found that Spanish
speakers were using the library as much as
anybody in the borough. They read every-
thing from Cervantes to ‘Superman.’ The se-
cret of our success is that we give people
what they want, instead of what we think
they should have,’’ Acauan Tandler said.

What adults want, above all else, is trans-
lations of American bestsellers in their own
language. The library tries to buy them
quickly and in quantity. At the Flushing
branch, the head librarian has about $125,000
a year to spend as she wishes on ‘‘hot’’
books.

‘‘We don’t wait for the central office to
send out popular books. We like to go around
to all the local bookstores and buy popular
books off the shelves. All the books are in
foreign languages. We don’t even have an
English-language bookstore in Flushing,’’
said Herzburg.

Pin-Pin Lin tries to steer her boys, ages 10
and 13, away from Chinese-language books.
She prefers they read only in English. To
that end, she makes sure they leave the li-
brary after each visit with 20 or so English
books in the shopping bag.

‘‘I don’t care if they read all. Kid is kid. If
they don’t like books, I bring them back and
get more,’’ said Lin.
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UNDERSTANDING U.S. NATIONAL-
ITY AND CITIZENSHIP IN PUER-
TO RICO

HON. GEORGE W. GEKAS
OF PENNSYLVANIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, May 7, 1998

Mr. GEKAS. Mr. Speaker, I want to submit
for the RECORD a letter dealing with U.S. citi-
zenship and Puerto Ricans dated April 9,
1998, which I received during out recent re-
cess. Its author, Dick Thornburgh, is well-
known as a former two-term Governor of my
home state of Pennsylvania and as our former
U.S. Attorney General.

I join Governor Thornburgh in praising Fed-
eral District Court Judge Stanley Sporkin and
the State Department for their proper applica-
tions of federal immigration laws. In an opinion
and order filed April 23, 1998, Federal District
Court Judge Stanley Sporkin upheld the policy
adopted by the U.S. Department of State on
the question of whether persons with U.S. na-
tionality and citizenship based on birth in
Puerto Rico can renounce that status and re-
main in Puerto Rico without a visa. In a ruling
that was legally and morally correct, the Court
said ‘‘no’’ to the absurd proposition that a per-
son who becomes an alien under federal im-
migration and nationality law applicable in
Puerto Rico in order to become an alien does
not have to comply with federal law requiring
aliens to get a visa to remain in the United
States.

The right of U.S. citizenship and all the ben-
efits it provides should not be the subject of
mockery. American citizenship refers to more
than just status. It exemplifies all this country
represents—the spirit of liberty and democratic
values. I commend this letter for all to read.

STATEMENT OF DICK THORNBURGH ON THE
DANGERS OF JUDICIAL USURPATION OF PUER-
TO RICO’S POLITICAL SELF-DETERMINATION

Puerto Rico has been under the sov-
ereignty of the United States for one hun-
dred years, and Puerto Ricans have been citi-
zens of the United States for 81 years. How-
ever, the political status of Puerto Rico re-
mains unsettled and advocates within Puerto
Rico of separatism under the American flag
are working to exploit that political uncer-
tainty. The tactics employed by these advo-
cates harms all U.S. citizens—whether they
reside in one of the states of the Union or in
Puerto Rico. Separatists within Puerto Rico
have been forced to find a way around the
95% of Puerto Ricans who want U.S. citizen-
ship, and they have found support among
local judges appointed by the last separatist
governor of Puerto Rico.

The will of the people of Puerto Rico was
reflected on November 17, 1997, when the
Governor of Puerto Rico signed into law a
statute approved by the Legislature of Puer-
to Rico defining a ‘‘citizen of Puerto Rico’’
as a person with United States nationality
and citizenship who is a lawful resident of
Puerto Rico. This new law affirmed the prin-
ciples of U.S. constitutional federalism as
embodied in the local Puerto Rican constitu-
tion, recognized one U.S. nationality based
citizenship under the American flag, and
clearly expressed the loyalty and patriotism
of the 3.8 American citizens of Puerto Rico.

In contrast to the measure adopted by
elected leaders, on November 18, 1997, the
local territorial court issued a ruling sus-
pending enforcement of a decades old statute
requiring U.S. citizenship in order to vote in
local elections in Puerto Rico. A majority on
the territorial court was appointed by a
former governor who supports a perpetual
‘‘commonwealth’’ status for Puerto Rico in
which the territory would have some of the
attributes of both a state of the union and a
separate nation. The local court’s decision to
exempt Juan Mari Bras, a pro-Castro social-
ist who renounced his U.S. nationality, from
the local U.S. citizenship requirement for
voting is based on a doctrine that a separate
legal nationality for Puerto Ricans exists
within the U.S. constitutional system. While
there are many nationalities within the U.S.
in the sense of cultural heritage and iden-
tity, there is and can be only one legal and
constitutional form of national citizenship.

In addition to running afoul of the one
legal nationality principle, the local Su-
preme Court’s decision also constitutes an
official action by a co-equal branch of the
territorial government to nullify application
of federal law. Specifically, the local court
ruled that a person who has been certified by
the State Department to be an alien can
nonetheless remain in a territory of the U.S.
without a visa or other legal authority from
the U.S. The Puerto Rican court held that a
non-citizen could remain in Puerto Rico and
enjoy all the rights of a separate Puerto
Rican nationality and citizenship—even
though he has not complied with the immi-
gration and nationality laws of the United
States.

Aware of the local court’s decision, the
State Department adopted a policy of deny-
ing certification of loss of citizenship to per-
sons who intend to remain in Puerto Rico
based on a claim of local citizenship. On Jan-
uary 27, 1998, in the case of a ‘‘copy cat’’ re-
nunciation by one Alberto Lozada Colon, the
Department of State reiterated the fun-
damental point that the U.S. citizenship of
Puerto Ricans is supreme to their citizenship
of the constituent territory of the U.S. This
will prevent further ‘‘copy cat’’ cases and
provides the basis for bringing the previous
cases into compliance with U.S. immigration
law, thereby rendering meaningless the reck-
less action by the Puerto Rican court in con-
travention of federal supremacy.

However, this episode underscores the im-
portance of resolving Puerto Rico’s status.
H.R. 856, as approved by the House on March
4, 1998, would provide a process to end the
current ambiguities about Puerto Rico, and
it is hoped the Senate will act soon on this
matter. To help sort out the issues of nation-
ality and citizenship related to status, the
following principles and legal requirements
must be recognized.

Similar to a State of the Union, Puerto
Rico has sufficient sovereignty over its in-
ternal affairs under the local constitution to
prescribe the qualifications of voters. How-
ever, Puerto Rico’s local sovereignty is a
statutory delegation of the authority of Con-
gress to govern territories, and is not a vest-
ed, guaranteed or permanent form of sov-
ereignty such as the states have under the
10th Amendment. Even if it were, no state of
the Union, much less an unincorporated
commonwealth territory, has the power to
declare that the citizenship of the state or
territory survives legally effective renunci-
ation of U.S. nationality and citizenship
(see, discussion below of Davis v. District Di-
rector, 481 F. Supp. 1178 (1979). Yet, that is
precisely what the territorial court in Puer-
to Rico has attempted to do in the case of
Juan Mari Bras.

While Puerto Rico has powers of local gov-
ernment which in some respects are like the
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states to the extent consistent with federal
law and the U.S. Constitution, Puerto Rico
does not have the sovereignty or constitu-
tional authority to ignore the supremacy
clause of the federal constitution by creating
a separate nationality (see, Rodriguez v. Pop-
ular Democratic Party, 457 U.S. 1 (1982). Con-
gress alone determines and regulates nation-
ality under Article I, Section 8 of the Con-
stitution. In the local court’s ruling in the
Mari Bras case, however, a person certified
by the U.S. Department of State to be an
alien under U.S. immigration laws, and who
has refused to obtain a visa in compliance
with the Immigration and Nationality Act,
is supposedly recognized as having the right
to reside in the United States, including
Puerto Rico, and enjoy the rights and privi-
leges of a fictitious separate Puerto Rican
nationality citizenship.

Fortunately, we do not have to wait for an
appeal to the U.S. Supreme Court to correct
this miscarriage of justice which infringes
upon the voting rights of the U.S. citizens of
Puerto Rico who are legally qualified to vote
under applicable law. Nor do we need to wait
for Congress to restore the rule of law by
confirming that under existing federal law (8
U.S.C. 1402) there is only one nationality or
national citizenship for people born in Puer-
to Rico as long as it remains within the sov-
ereignty of the United States. For Congress
already has provided the statutory authority
for the Executive Branch of the federal gov-
ernment to preserve the constitutional and
federal legal order applicable to Puerto Rico
in these matters. As already mentioned, in
the Lozado Colon case the U.S. State Depart-
ment has rectified the anomaly of the Mari
Bras case and determined that the require-
ments of 8 U.S.C. 1481(a)(5) for loss of U.S.
nationality are not satisfied if the person re-
nouncing intends to remain in the U.S. with-
out a visa based on a claim of Puerto Rican
nationality.

Specifically, either the individual who has
been certified as an alien must be compelled
by the INS to comply with the requirements
of the Immigration and Nationality Act for
his continued presence in the United States,
or the State Department must vacate the
certification that he expatriated himself in a
legally effective manner under 8 U.S.C.
1481(a)(5). As discussed below, it has to be
one or the other.

Last year a statement by Congressman
George Gekas appeared in the CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD (143 Cong. Rec. E766 (daily
ed. April 29, 1997) (statement of Rep. Gekas)
about creeping separatism in Puerto Rico’s
local judiciary. This wake up call was sound-
ed when a local trial court judge ruled that
it was unconstitutional under the Constitu-
tion of the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico for
the legislative branch of the local govern-
ment to make U.S. citizenship a voter eligi-
bility requirement in elections in Puerto
Rico—as it is in other states and territory in
the United States.

The ruling of the trial court was that a
radical socialist named Juan Mari Bras, who
had U.S. citizenship granted by a federal
statute extending that privilege to people
born in Puerto Rico, should be allowed to
vote in elections even though he had gone to
Venezuela and taken an oath renouncing his
U.S. nationality and citizenship in the man-
ner prescribed by Congress. Mari Bras then
went to Cuba to show solidarity with the re-
gime there, and returned triumphantly to
Puerto Rico. He was admitted back into U.S.
territory by INS officials, based on his U.S.
birth certificate, without disclosing that the
State Department had issued an official doc-
ument certifying he was a stateless alien
with no legal right to enter or reside in the
United States without an appropriate visa.

Not only did he assert exemption from visa
requirements based on a claim of a separate

Puerto Rican nationality, he then sought
certification of his eligibility to vote, and
was challenged by U.S. citizen voters who do
not want their own votes diluted by non-citi-
zens ineligible to vote under Puerto Rican
law. Since the elected representatives of the
people of Puerto Rico in the territorial legis-
lature, had decided many years ago to make
U.S. citizenship a voter qualification under
the local election law, the trial judge threw
out that statute so the expatriate could cast
a ballot. That ballot was sealed pending an
appeal of the case to the territorial Supreme
Court, which ultimately ordered that the
ballot be counted based on the local court’s
recognition of a separate Puerto Rican na-
tionality and non-recognition of Federal law.

In the statement of April 29, 1997, cited
above, Mr. Gekas touched upon an argument
which independently has been developed fur-
ther by the State Department in its own ap-
proach to a ‘‘copy cat’’ renunciation case in-
volving an individual named Alberto Lozada
Colon. Specifically, now that we know what
Mari Bras was actually intending when he
executed his oath of renunciation, it may
well be that the U.S. State Department
should evaluate whether he actually had
formed the intention required to meet the
criteria of 8 U.S.C. 1481(a)(5). Stated simply,
the basis upon which his application for cer-
tification of loss of nationality should be re-
evaluated, and perhaps rescinded, is as fol-
lows:

The right to reside in territory under the
sovereignty of the United States, including
Puerto Rico, arises from U.S. nationality
and citizenship or, in the case of non-citizen
aliens, compliance with the visa require-
ments of the federal Immigration and Na-
tionality Act.

In accordance with 8 U.S.C. 1481(a), which
prescribes the procedure for renouncing citi-
zenship in a legally effective manner, Mari
Bras executed an oath voluntarily and inten-
tionally relinquishing ‘‘all rights and privi-
leges’’ of United States nationality and citi-
zenship.

Since we now know Mari Bras intended to
continue to enjoy the right to reside in the
United States as a non-citizen alien under
federal immigration law without complying
with applicable visa requirements, we can
presume that he did not truly intend to re-
nounce and cease to enjoy ‘‘all rights and
privileges’’ of United States nationality and
citizenship.

Consequently his oath of renunciation does
not mean the statutory criteria of 8 U.S.C.
1481(a), which, again, requires intent to re-
linquish all rights and privileges of U.S. na-
tionality and citizenship.

Clearly, Mari Bras has not honored his
oath of renunciation, and his certification of
loss of U.S. nationality and citizenship
should be vacated. He should not be allowed
to benefit from a false oath, or to act in a
manner which contradicts his oath, without
consequence and legal accountability. For
there is only one nationality and national-
ity-based citizenship in the United States,
including Puerto Rico. There is no separate
Puerto Rican nationality or nationality-
based citizenship which enables Mari Bras to
reside in Puerto Rico and enjoy the rights of
citizenship in violation of federal law.

If Mari Bras is an alien he must comply
with federal law regulating the presence of
aliens in the United States. If he has not
truly expatriated himself due to lack of ac-
tual intent to live as a alien in Puerto Rico
then his hoax should be brought to an end by
proper action to enforce the criteria of 8
U.S.C. 1481(a)(5). This statute and the imple-
menting regulations promulgated by the
Secretary of State (22 CFR 50.40–50.50) re-
quire the accredited diplomatic officer at the
U.S. Embassy involved to ‘‘determine’’ that

the statutory criteria for effective renunci-
ation exists, and require the Secretary of
State to ‘‘approve’’ the certification of same.
If the declarations made by the renouncing
party before, during or after the certifi-
cation, or the actions of the person after cer-
tification, establish that the requirements of
the statute for effective renunciation have
not been met, then the Secretary of State
has a responsibility to prevent abuse of the
renunciation procedure for purposes of vio-
lating or evading Federal immigration laws.

The Supreme Court of the Commonwealth
of Puerto Rico based its reasoning on the
concept that there is a Puerto Rican citizen-
ship separate from U.S. citizenship that
arises from birth in Puerto Rico under U.S.
sovereignty. This citizenship is not merely
residency or the status of a person subject to
the jurisdiction of the Commonwealth of
Puerto Rico. Rather it is a separate nation-
ality that exists within U.S. nationality. Of
course, the court found no support in the
text of Puerto Rican statutes, the Puerto
Rican Constitution, or the U.S. Constitution.
In its convoluted opinion, the court is saying
one thing and doing another in at least two
ways.

First, while the court pretends to refrain
from declaring the local statute invalid, the
court invalidates the statute by amending it
in contravention of the Legislature’s ex-
pressed intent. Thus, instead of affirming the
trial court in declaring the statute unconsti-
tutional because its clear language would
prevent Puerto Rican born Mari Bras from
voting, the court states that it would be un-
constitutional if the statute were to be en-
forced in the case of Mari Bras.

The court’s ruling amounts to nothing less
than a suspension of the rule of law under
local constitution. The effect is that the
statute is constitutional only if it is not en-
forced in the case of a person to whom it ap-
plies, so the court avoids making a constitu-
tional determination by amending rather
than interpreting the statute.

Second, the court attempts to delimit the
constitutional nature of this separate Puerto
Rican nationality by claiming that it exists
within the framework of the United States-
Puerto Rico relationship and is not equiva-
lent to citizenship of an independent coun-
try. At the same time, the court is attempt-
ing to establish a separate constitutional na-
tionality and legal citizenship which has
rights and privileges separate from but du-
plicating the rights and privileges of U.S. na-
tionality and citizenship in Puerto Rico.
This alternative nationality and citizenship
is claimed by the Puerto Rican separatists as
a right binding on the U.S. in perpetuity
which cannot be ended without the consent
of Puerto Rico.

The opinion of the Federal Court of Ap-
peals in Davis, 481 F. Supp. 1178 (1979), in-
cludes an excellent explanation of why the
separate-state-citizenship-as-separate-na-
tionality argument must fail in the case of
the states of the union. Certainly a territory
with a local commonwealth constitution au-
thorized by Act of Congress (P.L. 81–600) does
not have greater sovereignty than a state of
the Union. While the people of Puerto Rico
consented to the establishment of the Com-
monwealth of Puerto Rico structure of local
government with respect to the internal af-
fairs of the territory, this does not create a
local sovereignty or a basis for separate na-
tionality and citizenship superior to that of
the states of the Union yet that is what the
result would be if, as the Puerto Rico Su-
preme Court has ruled, ‘‘citizenship of Puer-
to Rico’’ constitutes a form of citizenship su-
perior to that of citizenship of a state of the
Union.

Thus, those who argue that Puerto Rico
could become a Quebec-like situation if it is
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ever admitted as a state had better recognize
that the real danger of a Quebec-like prob-
lem is if the current ambiguous status con-
tinues and this nation-within-a-nation ideol-
ogy is imposed by local authorities without
a clear choice by the people based on a Fed-
eral policy to define the current status and
options for change accurately. The local ju-
diciary’s ruling in this case is an attempt to
usurp the authority of Congress under the
territorial clause in Article IV, Section 3,
Clause 2 and Section 8 of Article I to deter-
mine the nationality and nationality-based
citizenship of persons born in Puerto Rico.
That authority also is recognized in Article
IX of the Treaty of Paris under which the
U.S. became sovereign in Puerto Rico. The
United States has not ceded or restricted
that authority by agreeing to establish in-
ternal self-government under the common-
wealth structure.

The United States gave the mechanisms of
internal self-government in the territory the
chance to resolve this problem under local
law by sorting out the mess and conforming
local law to federal law. The elected co-equal
branches of government acted responsibly
and consistent with the federal and local
constitutions. Unfortunately, the territorial
court of last resort failed the test. Now this
has become a political question which must
be resolved by the political branches of the
Federal government.

The failure of the judicial branch of the
local constitutional government to respect
the separation of powers under the local con-
stitution does not bode well for the viability
of continued territorial status under the
commonwealth structure. The court’s ruling
in this case suggests that the present status
quo is not a permanent solution to the ques-
tion of Puerto Rico’s political status.

However, the territorial commonwealth
structure cannot be made acceptable by de-
fining it as something other than what it
really is. Revisionist judicial rulings which
attempt to transform unincorporated terri-
tory status into a form of permanent state-
hood without going through the admissions
process under Article IV of the federal con-
stitution, and at the same time seek sepa-
rate nationality do nothing to clarify Puerto
Rico’s political future. It is becoming more
clear every day that either statehood or sep-
arate nationhood are the only viable solu-
tions to the problem of Puerto Rico’s politi-
cal status.

Clearly, Puerto Rico is not a state, but an
internally self-governing territory of the
United States. Likewise, the ‘‘people of
Puerto Rico’’ are not a separate nationality,
but a body politic consisting of persons with
United States nationality and citizenship
who reside in Puerto Rico. This includes
those born there and those who were born or
naturalized in a state of the union and now
reside there. See, 48 U.S.C. 733; also Gonzales
v. Williams, 192 U.S. 1 (1904).

CONCLUSION

The local election law in Puerto Rico re-
quiring U.S. citizenship to vote in local elec-
tions was enacted by the democratically
elected representatives of the people. The
local statute approved by the Legislature of
Puerto Rico properly recognizes that only
the United States can define and confer na-
tionality and citizenship on people born in
Puerto Rico as long as it is within U.S. sov-
ereignty.

The attempt of local courts to recognize,
and thereby exercise the sovereign power to
create, an alternative separate nationality
and citizenship status in lieu of the federally
defined status, and to impose non-citizen
voting on the people of Puerto Rico without
their consent, has been repudiated by the
Federal government through the State De-

partment’s action in the Mari Bras ‘‘copy
cat’’ case of Lazada Colon.

Only if the people of Puerto Rico, acting
through their constitutional process and in
an exercise of self-determination, requested
that the U.S. Congress approve legislation to
end the current U.S. nationality and citizen-
ship of persons born in Puerto Rico, and Con-
gress in fact does so, would a different result
appear to be constitutionally possible.

In that event, presumably, a process lead-
ing to separate sovereignty, nationality and
citizenship for Puerto Rico would commence.
Previously, neither the electorate in Puerto
Rico nor the local legislature have expressed
significant levels of support for that ap-
proach to resolving the ultimate status of
Puerto Rico. Inevitably, the decision must
be made by the people of Puerto Rico
through a process of self-determination in a
clear and transparent election. Judicial
usurpation of the process of self-determina-
tion harms all of us.
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INTRODUCTION OF THE MEDICAL
INNOVATION TAX CREDIT BILL

HON. SAM JOHNSON
OF TEXAS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, May 7, 1998

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
I rise today to introduce legislation to establish
the Medical Innovation Tax Credit with my col-
league, SANDER M. LEVIN. This new credit will
provide an important incentive for companies
to expand their pioneering clinical research ac-
tivities at our nation’s leading medical institu-
tions such as M.D. Anderson, the University of
Texas, and the University of Michigan. By pro-
moting more medical research, the credit will
help enhance the development of new prod-
ucts and therapies to prevent, treat and cure
serious medical conditions and diseases.

The Medical Innovation Tax Credit estab-
lishes a narrowly targeted, incremental 20%
credit in the Internal Revenue Code. The cred-
it is available to companies for qualified ex-
penditures on human clinical trials conducted
at medical schools, teaching hospitals that are
under common ownership or affiliated with an
institution of higher learning, or by non-profit
research hospitals that are designated as can-
cer centers by the National Cancer Institute
(NCI).

The additional private sector investment
generated by the Medical Innovation Tax
Credit is also essential so that medical
schools and teaching hospitals can continue to
fulfill their unique and vital roles that benefit
both the health of the American public and the
economy. These institutions are the backbone
of innovation in American medicine. By linking
together research, medical training and patient
care, they develop and employ the knowledge
that can result in major medical break-
throughs.

Today, however, they are under increased
financial pressures as markets for health care
services undergo rapid, fundamental change.
These financial pressures may have an ad-
verse impact on funds traditionally dedicated
for research. Recent reports indicate that there
has been a decline in clinical trials at medical
schools and teaching hospitals. This decline is
troubling, since it signals that research dollars
are shrinking at our nation’s leading medical
research institutions. A new infusion of funds

for expanded clinical research activities, stimu-
lated by the Medical Innovation Tax Credit,
can help stem and reverse this trend. More-
over, continued and expanded investment in
our leading medical research institutions will
ensure that the United States maintains its po-
sition as the leader in innovative, biomedical
research.

The credit also provides an important incen-
tive for research activities to remain in the
United States since only domestic clinical re-
search activities are eligible for the credit. This
requirement will encourage biotechnology and
pharmaceutical companies to keep their clini-
cal trial research projects at home by decreas-
ing the economic incentive to move such ac-
tivities to ‘‘lower-cost’’ facilities off-shore.

I urge all of my colleagues to support this
important legislation. The Medical Innovation
Tax Credit will strengthen the partnership be-
tween the private sector and our nation’s lead-
ing medical institutions to ensure America’s
continued world leadership in research and
medical innovation.
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HONORING THE 50TH ANNIVER-
SARY OF ED AND JERRY WAT-
SON

HON. KEN BENTSEN
OF TEXAS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, May 7, 1998
Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. Speaker, I am pleased

to join with my colleague GENE GREEN in con-
gratulating Ed and Jerry Watson of Deer Park,
Texas, as they celebrate their 50th wedding
anniversary on May 7, 1998. Throughout their
lives, Ed and Jerry have provided tremendous
examples of public service, contributing unself-
ishly to numerous causes while raising a fine
family.

Both Ed and Jerry are native Texans who
have an abiding love for their state and com-
munity.

Ed was born in ‘‘Pole Cat Ridge,’’
Wallisville, Texas, on July 20, 1920. He grad-
uated from Anahuac High School in 1939 and
joined the U.S. Navy in 1942. After his service
in World War II, he attended the University of
Houston until he went to work in 1946 at Shell
Oil Refinery in Deer Park.

Jerry was born in Saratoga, Texas, on Sep-
tember 30, 1923. She was named Susan Ger-
aldine Eaves, but was called Jerry as her par-
ents had hoped for a boy. Jerry graduated
from Kilgore High School in 1941 and was
working in Houston when she and Ed met.
Jerry’s parents were living in Hankamer (near
Anahuac) when her younger sister asked Ed
to give her big sister a ride back to Houston.
The rest, as they say, is history.

They were married on May 7, 1948 at the
Lawndale Baptist Church in Houston. Shortly
after, Ed was called back into service during
the Korean Conflict in 1950 for 15 months. In
1954, having outgrown their home in Pasa-
dena, the Watsons and their four children
moved to Deer Park. In March 1955, they be-
came members of the First Baptist Church of
Deer Park. At the time, the church was still
meeting in the old wooden buildings on Sixth
Street. Jerry recalls many Vacation Bible
Schools in which she helped and the children
participated.

Ed has been involved in politics and com-
munity affairs since 1947. He is a 50-year
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